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April 7, 2021 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: LUBA REMAND OF APPEAL (AP20-02) BY HOLLANDER HOSPITALITY OF 
THE ADMINISTRATIVE DENIAL OF THE EXTESION REQUESTS FOR DESIGN 
REVIEW PERMIT (DR18-01R) AS APPEALED (AP18-03) AND HISTORIC NEW 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT (NC18-01) AS APPEALED (AP18-04) TO 
CONSTRUCT A FOUR-STORY HOTEL AT 1 2ND STREET 

I. BACKGROUND ON PERMITS AND APPEALS

A. Introduction.

This matter comes before the City Council on 
remand from the Oregon Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUBA). At this point the Council must 
decide whether the applicant is entitled to the 
extension it requested because “poor economic 
conditions exist in the market that would advise 
against proceeding with the project.” ADC 
9.100(B)(2)(d).   

LUBA described the history of this case as follows: 

“The subject property is located between Marine Drive and the Astoria 
Riverfront Trolley tracks and is zoned General Commercial (C-3). In 2018, 
petitioner applied to develop a four-story, 29,782-square-foot hotel on the 
subject property. Because the subject property is within the Bridge Vista 
Overlay (BVO) zone, hotel development required a design review permit from 
the Design Review Commission (DRC). Because the subject property is 
adjacent to a designated historic site, hotel development required a historic new 
construction permit from the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC). Petitioner 
applied for both. 

On June 25, 2018, the DRC and HLC held public hearings on the applications 
and, on July 10, 2018, denied the permits. Petitioner appealed those decisions 
to the city council. On December 20, 2018, the city council approved 
petitioner's applications with a revised building design. In 2019, the city adopted 
changes to the BVO zone standards. 

Site 

CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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Pursuant to Astoria Development Code (ADC) 9.l00(A)(l), a permit expires two 
years from the date of the final decision unless substantial construction has 
taken place, the use has begun, or the city grants an extension. Petitioner's use 
has not begun and construction has not commenced. The permits were 
therefore scheduled to expire on December 20, 2020. On April 22, 2020, 
petitioner applied for one-year extensions. On June 18, 2020, the community 
development director denied the extension requests. On July 2, 2020, petitioner 
appealed the community development director's denial to the city council. On 
August 6, 2020, the city council held a public hearing on the appeal. The city 
council denied the extension requests. This appeal followed.” 

B. Permit Extensions.

The Astoria Development Code (ADC) provides that all permits expire after two years unless 
substantial construction1 has taken place or an extension is granted (ADC 9.100.A.1). Permit 
extensions, provided in ADC 9.100.B.2, are allowed as follows: 

“B. Permit Extensions. 

Permit extension may be granted for all land use permits. *. *. * One year 
extensions may be granted in accordance with the requirements of this Section as 
follows: 

*. *. *. *. * 
2. Permit Extension Criteria.

The granting authority may grant a permit extension upon written findings
that the request complies with the following:

a. The project proposal has not been modified in such a manner as to
conflict with the original findings of fact for approval; and

b. The proposed project does not conflict with any changes to the
Comprehensive Plan or Development Code which were adopted
since the last permit expiration date; and

c. The applicant has demonstrated that progress has been made on the
project since the date of the original decision on the permit with
regard to items such as, but not limited to:

1) Submittal of permit applications to City, State and Federal
agencies;

2) Contracts for geologic or other site specific reports have been
signed and are in effect;

1 For new construction such as the Hotel proposed by the applicant, substantial construction requires the erection 
of “walls extending up from grade level.” ADC 1.400 
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3) Project site and/or building engineering, architectural design,
or construction has begun.

d. In lieu of compliance with Section 2.c above, the applicant may
demonstrate that poor economic conditions exist in the market that
would advise against proceeding with the project.”

The only issue for the Council on remand is whether the exception described in ADC 
9.100.B.2.d allows for an extension in this case. Based on LUBA’s Final Opinion and Order, the 
City Council should hold a public hearing and conduct what LUBA described as a “narrow 
economic conditions analysis.” This analysis should focus on evidence of the economic 
conditions Hollander relies upon to justify the permit extension.  In addition, the record will be 
supplemented with evidence concerning two other hotels on which the City originally relied to 
deny the extensions.  Hollander must be given the opportunity to respond to and rebut any new 
evidence.  Other topics, such as height, design, location, and historic compatibility are not 
subject to the remand and should not be considered by the City Council. Findings of Fact to 
reflect the Council’s decision will be developed based upon the Council’s discussion and 
decision.  These findings will be presented at the next City Council meeting on May 3, 2021 for 
consideration and adoption.  

Although the extension cannot be denied simply because the applicant has failed to progress on 
this hotel, staff continue to believe that Issues concerning the applicant’s progress, or lack 
thereof, must come into play when deciding whether economic conditions justify an extension. 

The ADC is designed to limit the life of inactive permits.  This intent is demonstrated in the 
hierarchy set out for new construction described in ADC 9.100.B.2, “Permit Extension Time 
Limit” and through the definition of substantial construction (ADC 1.400).   

• If walls are erected, substantial construction has occured and a permit does not
expire, ADC 9.100.A.1 & ADC 1.400;

• If progress is demonstrated, through permit applications, site specific contracts or site
preparation, an extension may be permitted, ADC 9.100.B.2.c.;

• But if no progress is demonstrated, the failure of progress can be excused by showing
that the failing is a result of poor economic conditions, ADC 9.100.B.2.d.

The applicant relies upon the COVID-19 Pandemic as evidence of “poor economic conditions” 
by which to justify an extension, but its evidence only addresses the period of time after it filed 
its extension request. Staff contends the relevant period of time to view economic activity is the 
15 months after the permit was approved and before Hollander requested an extension.  It is 
economic conditions during that period that can excuse a developer’s failure to progress.  
During the 15 months prior to Hollander’s request, economic conditions, as shown by building 
permits and room tax receipts, was strong.  Because Hollander’s evidence does not address 
that 15-month period, it has not demonstrated a connection or nexus between the pandemic and 
its failure to progress and therefore denial is appropriate. 

As the applicant, Hollander Hospitality has the burden of proof to convince the City Council that 
the evidence in the record establishes that the exception described in ADC 9.100.B.2.d allows 
the City to grant a permit extension. 
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II. EVIDENCE IN THE RECORD RELATED TO ADC 9.100.B.2.d

A. Evidence currently in the record relating to ADC 9.100.B.2.d.

The applicant’s original permit extension request was filed April 22, 2020 and was 
processed and decided at the staff level (Type II). Hollander included the following 
proposed finding in its application: 

“Due to the present COVID-19 pandemic, the hospitality industry is facing 
enormous economic challenges.  Bookings are at historic lows given the nearly 
nationwide lockdown.  Indeed, pursuant to several Executive Orders issued by 
Governor Brown, all but essential travel has been effectively shut down in 
Oregon.  Current estimates suggest that the United States is in the early stages 
of a significant recession, with considerable uncertainty regarding both the depth 
and length of the recession. Capital markets have significantly tightened, and 
overall hospitality market is in a state of flux.  Consequently, current and 
anticipated economic conditions ‘would advise against proceeding with the 
project’ in 2020.  The applicant has met this standard.” Rec. L-184 

Staff was provided no supporting documentation or statistical data from the applicant to support 
this proposed finding. Staff denied the application. 

On its appeal before the City Council, the appellant again relied upon the COVID-19 Pandemic 
as its reason for not proceeding with the project.  At the August 6, 2020 City Council public 
hearing, the appellant did provide evidence in support of its application.  The applicant: 

1. Pointed to a statement in the City’s FY2020-2021 budget that predicted
that lodging revenues will flat-line in the short term and predicting
transient lodging tax revenues would be difficult. Rec. L-392.

2. Submitted a letter dated July 2020 from Jeffrey Ballaine, a Senior
Director with a commercial mortgage banking firm pointing out a number
of factors that have made financing hospitality projects, like the one the
Hollanders have planned for Astoria, extremely difficult. The letter
further explains that although lenders are actively making new loans on
hotels, “the available terms have changed.” Rec. L-41.

3. A July 2020 letter from Heritage Bank regarding the bank’s relationship
with the applicant “which it continues to view as a strong partner.”  Rec.
L-43.

4. A letter dated July 2020 from the Bank of the Pacific relating their
concern with “encouraging new hospitality construction loans” and their
opinion of petitioner which it describes as having a “strong reputation in
the hospitality industry.”  Rec. L-44.

2 references to Rec. L-xxx refer to the LUBA record. 
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5. Mark Hollander testified that this is the worst economy he has seen
since 2015 but that his company had been working on the project
“behind the scenes.” He said the City has not been shown the details of
everything they may have done. Rec. L-21.

6. An exhibit which purports to show decreases in hotel occupancy rates
for various locations within the United States in June 2020 and a
percentage change in the number of Portland airport passengers
between 2019 and 2020.  Rec. L-45-49.

Although staff does not dispute this evidence, no witness testified that Hollander Hotels 
experienced any problems financing the project. This evidence does not address the applicant’s 
failure to progress for more than a year prior to the appearance of COVID-19. 

The City’s temporary lodging restrictions, adopted in response to the COVID-19 Pandemic, were 
imposed March 22, 2020.  Less than one month later, this extension request was filed.  These 
restrictions, which are no longer in place, placed no limits on construction activities. In fact, 
during the period of Hollander’s inactivity, construction activities boomed within Astoria. 

These facts suggest that the applicant’s failure to progress was not caused or contributed to by 
the pandemic.  Several other facts support this conclusion. 

In a letter dated August 6, 2020 to Mayor Jones, Hollander’s attorney stated that “* * * the 
Applicant engaged the new architectural firm Murphy Varey PS in late 2019 to see the project to 
conclusion.” Rec. L-38.  In April 2020, the architect who filed the extension request with the City 
commented to staff that he was new to the project as the applicants had only recently changed 
architectural firms. 

Before construction may begin on any project, a developer is required to obtain several permits 
and additional approvals. These include: 

a. Demolition permit; Rec. L-195, L-235;
b. Approval of the trash enclosure; L-235;
c. Sign permit; Rec. L-195, L-235;
d. Approval of a landscaping plan, L-235;
e. Electrical, Mechanical, and Plumbing approvals. Astoria Development Code (ADC)

9.110;
f. Approval of sewage disposal plan. AC 9.125.B.;
g. Building permit. AC 9.110;
h. Grading permit. AC 5.210;
i. Compliance assessment with Columbia River Estuary Study Overlay Zone. ADC

Articles 4 & 5;
j. Vehicle access and circulation plan. ADC 3.008;
k. Erosion control and stormwater management plan. ADC 3.300.

These approvals require professional submissions and have differing timelines. It is standard 
practice for a developer to interact with staff prior to submitting these applications. No such 
interaction with City staff occurred with respect to the Hollander development during the 15 
months prior to Hollander’s request for an extension.   
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The applicant’s evidence fails to show any effect of the COVID-19 Pandemic during the 15 
months prior to its extension request. As previously pointed out, the extension request was filed 
April 22, 2020 just one month into Astoria’s temporary COVID-19 lodging restrictions.  There is 
no evidence that the pandemic, City restrictions, or lending restrictions caused the applicant ‘s 
failure to progress. The applicant’s other evidence suffers from these same defects. 

Statistics provided by the applicant tend to show a decline in Portland and Seattle hotel 
performance and Portland airport data for periods of time after the permit extension application 
was filed.  See Rec. L-45-49. These documents show a high demand for hospitality and 
transportation services during the 12 months of 2019 when no progress was made on the hotel 
and indicate that the applicant’s failure of progress was the result of factors other than the 
COVID-19 Pandemic. 

B. Issue of the City Budget.

The appellant cited anticipated reductions in room tax revenues contained in the City’s 
FY2020/2021 budget.  Their attorney’s August 6, 2021 letter to the Mayor quoted the following 
excerpt from the City budget document:  

“We will need to be diligent in reaffirming and revising our plan throughout the year as 
better data becomes available and we can better estimate lost resources such as 
transient lodging taxes. We anticipate lodging revenues will flat line in the short-term and 
gas tax revenues will decline due to stay at home orders.” City of Astoria Adopted Budget 
Document, Year Beginning July 1, 2020 at iii.  
“The anticipated transient room tax collections for April through June have been 
significantly reduced from prior year collections and with the high demand tourist season 
around the corner it is difficult to predict the lost revenues for overnight stays which 
translate to transient lodging tax revenue for municipalities. City of Astoria Adopted 
Budget Document, Year Beginning July 1, 2020 at iv.” Rec. L-38. 

These statements anticipate a decline from April 2020 through June 2020.  They attempt to 
predict transient lodging tax revenues for the coming fiscal year.  They do not reflect a loss in 
revenue prior to the Hollander’s extension request. The following chart indicates the actual room 
tax revenue that the City Council relied on in making its predictions for the City’s FY2020/2021 
budget. 
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Monthly room tax collections reflect the previous month’s occupancy.  This chart shows that until 
the March 2020 lodging restrictions, transient lodging in Astoria was generally above 2017-2018 
levels and slightly below 2018-2019 levels.  December and January occupancies for all three 
years were about the same.  However, there was a definite drop in tax revenues starting with 
the March 2020 room tax receipts which were collected in April 2020, the month Hollander filed 
its extension request.  Hollander could not have been relying on collected room tax receipts 
when it decided to request its extension. 

The transient room tax statistics used during the budget process do show that a decline in tax 
revenues did occur in the month of the appellant’s request but not during the previous 15 
months. 

C. Issues of Related to Other Hospitality Construction.

During the years 2018 and 2019, other construction projects continued and in fact, increased 
from previous years.  A “Total Construction Permits” report showing the total value and number 
of building, demolition, plumbing, and mechanical permits issued by the City including the period 
from 2017 to 2020 is attached to this memo. This report shows the value of all building permits 
as well as permits for new construction, it shows the following: 

The building permits issued by the City during 2019 and 2020 demonstrate that the COVID-19 
Pandemic did nothing to slow construction activity. The value of permits issued in 2019 
increased approximately 400% from 2018. The value of permits issued in 2020 increased 
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approximately 384% from 2019. This shows that economic conditions were favorable to 
construction activities prior to Hollander’s request for an extension. 

Prior to Hollander’s application, the City worked with both Bowline Hotels, and Home 2 Suites by 
Hilton on hospitality projects. A time line showing activity on the Hollander project, the Bowline, 
and Home 2 Suites is attached. The activities for the Bowline and Home 2 Suites include:  

Bowline Hotel – 1  9th Street 
Renovation of waterfront seafood industry structure to a 40-unit hotel 

Conditional Use Permit Issued: 1-29-2019 
Building Permit Application ($3,600,000 value) date: 7-19-2019; Approved 8-1-2019; 

Issued 1-29-2021 
Conditional Building Permit ($1,250,000 valuation) Issued: 5-4-2020; Started construction 

immediately 
Gant agreement for sewer upgrade 
Provided water usage demand calculations 

Home 2 Suites Hotel – 668 West Marine Drive 
Construction of new four-story 90-unit hotel 

Building Permit Application ($9,000,000 valuation) date: 3-17-2020; Approved: 4-15-2020 
Demolished Existing Structure, permit issued 4-14-20; demolition permit finaled 10-20-20 
Filed Building Plans and paid Plan Review Fees: 8-18-2020 
Engineering Division still reviewing plans 

The fact that one other hotel operator (Bowline) has obtained a building permit and started 
construction in 2020 and one (Home 2 Suites) is in building permit review stage, provides 
evidence that supports staff’s finding that the applicant’s failure to proceed was not caused by 
the pandemic. The initial work and land use approvals for the applicant’s project predate the 
work on these other two hotel projects. The first staff contact with Bowline was on October 9, 
2018 (meeting note attached), the same day as Hollander’s Design Review Commission public 
hearing on the revised design (DR18-01R) from the City Council hearing on the appeal. 

From the date of the applicant’s approval (12-20-2018) until the permit extension request (4-22-
2020), the Bowline project submitted a Traffic Impact Study, obtained a Conditional Use Permit 
(CU18-07), submitted structural and plumbing permit plans and building permit applications, and 
obtained Building Official, City Engineer, and Planning review of plans.  During that same time 
period, Home 2 Suites had a site survey completed, submitted an electrical application to the 
County, submitted a structural application, grading permit application, obtained a demolition 
permit, and obtained Building Official review of plans. Bowline has received their building permit 
and paid the $35K permit fee, and has had several inspections including framing, roofing, 
drywall, water, sewer, and rough plumbing. Home 2 Suites continues with their construction 
and/or plan reviews, and has completed the site demolition, paid structural and plumbing plan 
review fees of $44.3K. 
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G. Conclusion.

The policy of the ADC is that land use permits should progress, and that the permit will expire 
after two years unless substantial construction has occurred, or an extension is allowed by ADC 
9.100(B)(2). The applicant relies upon provisions ADC 9.100(B)(2)(d) to argue that “poor 
economic conditions exist in the market that would advise against proceeding with the project.”  
Staff contends that to make such a showing, the applicant must show a connection or nexus 
between a developer’s failure to proceed and the economic conditions. 

 As staff reviewed the evidence, they found nothing in the record to establish that existing 
economic conditions prevented the applicant from proceeding with the project during the first 15 
months the permit was in place. Rather, it is staff’s opinion that the applicant’s failure to proceed 
was not a result of the COVID-19 Pandemic. It is also staff’s finding that the COVID-19 
Pandemic does not justify an extension as the evidence does not show that Hollander’s failure 
to proceed was caused by the pandemic nor does it show that the pandemic prevented the 
applicant from proceeding prior to its application for an extension.  Therefore, staff recommends 
that the City Council hold a public hearing, find that economic conditions do not justify the 
applicant’s failure to proceed with the project, tentatively deny the Permit Extension Request, 
and direct staff to prepare findings for consideration and adoption at its May 3, 2021 City 
Council meeting. 

By: 
Rosemary Johnson, Planning Consultant 

Through: 
Megan Leatherman, Community Development Director 



ATTACHMENTS 
April 12, 2021 

Exhibit 1: Time Line  

Exhibit 2: Findings of Fact, dated August 6, 2020, for Appeal (AP20-02) by Hollander Hospitality 
of the Administrative Denial of the Permit Extension Requests for Design Review Permit (DR18-
01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed 
(AP18-04) are incorporated by reference. 

Exhibit 3: Bowline 10-9-18 staff notes on meeting 

Exhibit 4: Bowline Building Permits 
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, issued 1-29-2021
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, inspection history
• Bowline, Conditional Structural Building Permit 119-20-000158-STR issued for roof,

framing, concrete deck work; valuation $1.25m, 5-4-2020
Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-20-000158-STR, Public Works Condition of
Approval, 4-27-2020
Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-20-000158-STR, roof inspection, 9-8-2020

• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, CDD 9-10-2019 review revision
with conditions, 9-16-2019

• Bowline, APC approve Conditional Use Permit (CU18-07) with conditions (cover order
only), 1-29-2019

• Bowline, Public Works review of Conditional Use (CU18-07) application, 1-15-2019
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, Notice of Conditions of

Approval, 8-1-2019
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, Notice of Plan Review

Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000-310-STR, Public Works review letter, 2-3-
2021
Bowline, Plumbing Permit 119-20-000325-PLM, issued 1-29-2021

• Bowline, Plumbing Inspection History for Permit 119-20-000325-PLM, 2-10-2021
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000500 MECH, issued, 3-11-2021
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000500 MECH, Conditions for Approval, 1-17-2021,

revised 3-3-2021
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000499 MECH, issued 3-11-2021
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000499 MECH, Conditions for Approval, 1-17-2021,

revised 3-3-2021
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000499 MECH, Mechanical Review, 1-17-2021
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000499 MECH, Inspection Results, 3-23-2021
• Bowline, Building Permit 119-19-000310-FIRE-2, issued, 2-17-2021
• Bowline, Building Permit 119-21-000073-FIRE, issued, 3-16-2021
• Bowline, Building Permit 119-21-000073-FIRE, Notice of Plan Review, 3-3-2021

Exhibit 5: Bowline MOU, for water infrastructure, 4-6-2020 

Exhibit 6: Bowline MOU Amendment 1, for water infrastructure, 8-5-2020 

Exhibit 7: Bowline MOU Amendment 3, for water infrastructure, 12-19-2020 



Exhibit 8: H2S Building Permits 

• H2S, submit structural application 119-20-000093-STR, 90 rooms, $9m, 3-17-2020
• H2S, Bldg Permit plan review fees paid $42K, 8-18-2020
• H2S, Plumbing Permit plan review fees paid $2.3K, 8-18-2020
• HS2, Bldg permit 119-20-000093-STR, Cond of Approval issued 4-15-2020
• HS2, Bldg permit 119-20-000093-STR, Notice of Plan Review, 4-15-2020
• H2S, Planning review letter on building plans submitted 3-5-2020, 12-31-20
• H2S, CREST review of building plans completed, 5-15-2020
• H2S, submit plumbing application 119-20-000093-PLM-01, 3-17-2020
• H2S, Plumbing Permit 119-20-000093-PLM-01, Transaction Receipt, plan review fees

paid $2.3K, 8-18-2020
• H2S, submit Deferred Submittal application 119-20-000093-STR-DEF-01, 3-17-2020
• H2S, electrical application to County, 3-11-2020

Exhibit 9: H2S Demo Permit 
• H2S, Demo Permit issued $36K, 4-14-2020
• H2S, Demo Permit final inspection, 10-20-2020
• Grading and Erosion Control Permit 20-042 application 3-26-2020, approved 4-6-2020

Exhibit 10: H2S, survey of existing and demo, 3-5-2020 

Exhibit 11: Resolution 20-03 City of Astoria state of emergency 

Exhibit 12: Resolution 20-05 City of Astoria prohibition of lodging 

Exhibit 13: Total Construction Report by Year 

Exhibit 14: Public Notice 

Exhibit 15: “Relevant” Public Comments received as of April 12, 2021 

Exhibit 16: “Other” Public Comments received as of April 12, 2021 
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TIME LINE 
Hollander, Bowline, and Home 2 Suites 

April 8, 2021  

9-21-2017
• Hollander, survey of site completed

6-25-2018
• Hollander, HLC (NC18-01) and DRC (DR18-01) public hearings

7-10-2018
• Hollander, HLC denied NC18-01 and DRC denied DR18-01

7-25-2018
• Hollander appealed NC18-01 denial and DR18-01 denial

8-23-2018
• Hollander, City Council public hearing on appeal (AP18-04) of NC18-01 and appeal

(AP18-03) of DR18-01.  DR18-01 remanded to DRC due to new design submitted

10-9-2018
• Hollander, DRC public hearing on revised design (DR18-01R); continued to 11-1-2018
• Bowline, staff meet with developer/property owner on-site for initial review of concept

11-1-2018
• Hollander, DRC denied DR18-01R

11-13-2018
• Hollander, appeal (AP18-05) of DRC denial of DR18-01R

12-12-2018
• Hollander, City Council public hearing on appeal (AP18-04) of NC18-01 and reversed to

approve request; public hearing on appeal (AP18-05) of DR18-01R and reversed to
approve request

12-16-2018
• Bowline, Traffic Impact Study

1-15-2019
• Bowline, Public Works review of Conditional Use (CU18-07) application

1-29-2019
• Bowline, APC approve Conditional Use Permit (CU18-07) with conditions

7-22-2019
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR application submitted

Exhibit 1
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8-1-2019
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, Notice of Conditions of Approval
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, Notice of Plan Review

9-10-2019
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, CDD review with conditions

9-16-2019
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000310-STR, CDD review revision with

conditions

11-18-2019
Bowline, Planning review letter on building permit application 

12-2019
• COVID-19 pandemic was first identified in China.

1-2020
• World Health Organization declared the outbreak a Public Health Emergency of

International Concern

2-14-2020
• Hollander, call from new architect on project collecting information on the project

2-27-2020
• Hollander, call from new architect on project with questions and requirements for applying

for a building permit

3-2020
• World Health Organization declared the outbreak a pandemic

3-5-2020
• H2S, survey existing conditions & demo

3-11-2020
• H2S, electrical application to County

3-17-2020
• H2S, submit Structural application 119-20-000093-STR, 90 rooms, $9m
• H2S, submit Plumbing application 119-20-000093-PLM-01
• H2S, submit Deferred Submittal application 119-20-000093-STR-DEF-01

3-22-2020
• City Resolution 20-03 Declaring an Emergency due to COVID-19 was adopted
• City Resolution  20-05 concerning Closure of Lodging Facilities was adopted

3-23-2020
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• Governor Kate Brown’s Executive Order 20-21, “Stay Home, Save Lives” was issued

3-26-2020
• Grading and Erosion Control Permit 20-042 application

4-6-2020
• H2S, Grading and Erosion Control Permit 20-042 approved
• Bowline, Memorandum of Understanding, approved by City Council, for water

infrastructure and street improvements

4-14-2020
• H2S, Demo Permit issued $36K

4-15-2020
• HS2, Bldg permit 119-20-000093-STR, Cond of Approval issued
• HS2, Bldg permit 119-20-000093-STR, Notice of Plan Review

4-20-2020
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-20-000158-STR, application $1.25m

4-22-2020
• Hollander, one year permit extension application on DR18-01R as appealed (AP18-05)

and NC18-01 as appealed (AP18-04)

4-27-2020
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-20-000158-STR, Public Works Condition of

Approval

5-4-2020
• Bowline, Conditional Structural Building Permit 119-20-000158-STR issued for roof,

framing, concrete deck work; valuation $1.25m

5-5-2020
• H2S, building plans submitted for review

5-14-2020
• Governor Kate Brown’s Executive Order 20-25, “A Safe and Strong Oregon: Maintaining

Essential Health Directives in Response to Covid-19, and Implementing a Phased
Approach for Reopening Oregon's Economy” was issued

5-15-2020
• H2S, CREST review of building plans completed

5-26-2020
• City adopted budget for FY2020-2021 Budget

6-18-2020



4 
T:\General CommDev\APPEALS\LUBA\AP20-02_Hollander_LUBA 2020-088\AP20-02_for CC 4-19-21 mtg_Hollander\Docs for 4-19-21 
packet\11-time line.docx 

• Hollander, Permit Extension on DR18-01R as appealed (AP18-05) and NC18-01 as
appealed (AP18-04) denied Administratively

7-2-2020
• Hollander, Appeal (AP20-02) of Permit Extension on DR18-01R as appealed (AP18-05)

and NC18-01 as appealed (AP18-04) denial

8-5-2020
• Bowline, Memorandum of Understanding Amendment 1, approved by City Council, to

delay completion of water infrastructure and street repair to 9-30-2020

8-6-2020
• Hollander, City Council public hearing on Appeal (AP20-02) for Permit Extension on

DR18-01R as appealed (AP18-05) and NC18-01 as appealed (AP18-04) denial; Council
denied appeal

8-18-2020
• H2S, Bldg Permit plan review fees paid $42K
• H2S, Plumbing Permit plan review fees paid $2.3K

8-26-2020
• Hollander, LUBA Appeal (LUBA 2020-088) on Council denial of Appeal (AP20-02) for

Permit Extension on DR18-01R as appealed (AP18-05) and NC18-01 as appealed
(AP18-04) denial

9-8-2020
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-20-000158-STR, roof inspection

10-20-2020
• H2S, Demo Permit final inspection

11-11-2020
• Bowline, Plans submittal

12-19-2020
• Bowline, Memorandum of Understanding Amendment 3, approved by City Council, to

delay completion of water infrastructure and street repair

12-31-20
• H2S, Planning review letter on building plans submitted 3-5-2020

1-15-2021
• Hollander, LUBA issued a Final Opinion and Order and remanded the issue back to the

City “. . . so that the City may conduct the narrow economic conditions analysis.”

1-17-2021
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• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000500 MECH, Conditions for Approval, revised 3-3-
2021

• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000499 MECH, Mechanical Review

1-29-2021
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000-310-STR, issued; valuation $3.6m, fee

paid $35K
• Bowline, Plumbing Permit 119-20-000325-PLM, issued

2-3-2021
• Bowline, Structural Building Permit 119-19-000-310-STR, Public Works review letter

2-10-2021
• Bowline, sewer inspection

2-11-2021
• Bowline, framing inspection

2-16-2021
• Bowline, sewer inspection
• Bowline, water inspection

2-17-2021
• Bowline, Building Permit 119-19-000310-FIRE-2, issued

2-23-2021
• Bowline, rough plumbing inspection

3-1-2021
• Hollander, City Council meeting to decide how to proceed with LUBA Remand

3-3-2021
• Bowline, Building Permit 119-21-000073-FIRE, Notice of Plan Review

3-5-2021
• Bowline, rough plumbing inspection

3-11-2021
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000500 MECH, issued
• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000499 MECH, issued

3-16-2021
• Bowline, Building Permit 119-21-000073-FIRE, issued

3-23-2021
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• Bowline, Mechanical Permit 119-20-000499 MECH, Inspection Results

3-25-2021
• Bowline, Building Permit 119-21-000073-FIRE, Inspection Results

4-19-2021
• Hollander, City Council public hearing on LUBA Remand



1 

T:\General CommDev\APPEALS\2020\AP20-02 Hollander appeal of Extension Denial\AP20-02 on DR18-01R and NC18-01 findings CC Final 
clean.docx

CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT - REVISED by City Council 8-6-20 

August 6, 2020 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROSEMARY JOHNSON, PLANNING CONSULTANT 

SUBJECT: APPEAL (AP20-02) BY HOLLANDER HOSPITALITY OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
DENIAL OF THE EXTENSION REQUESTS FOR DESIGN REVIEW REQUEST 
(DR18-01R) AS APPEALED (AP18-03) AND HISTORIC NEW CONSTRUCTION 
PERMIT (NC18-01) AS APPEALED (AP18-04) TO CONSTRUCT A FOUR 
STORY HOTEL AT 1 2ND STREET 

I. SUMMARY

A. Appellant: Hollander Hospitality 
Mark Hollander 
119 North Commercial Street #165 
Bellingham WA 98225 

B. Owner: Hollander Properties LLC 
Fair Whether LLC 
119 North Commercial Street #165 
Bellingham WA 98225 

C. Location: 1 2nd Street, Tax Lots 11800 & 11900; Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, Block 1, 
McClure; and Map T8N R9W Section 7DB, Tax Lots 1300, 1400, 
1501, 1700; Unplatted lots fronting on Block 1, Hinman’s Astoria 

D. Classification: New construction within the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone requiring
DRC review, and adjacent to site designated as historic requiring 
review by HLC 

E. Proposal: One-year extension to December 20, 2021 of approved Design 
Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic 
New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) to 
construct a new four-story hotel 

Exhibit 2
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F. Zone: C-3 Zone (General Commercial), Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO),
Flood Hazard Overlay (FHO), and CRESO Zone

G. 120 Days: Application deemed complete on April 24, 2020.  The 120-day period 
ends on August 24, 2020. 

II. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

A. Administrative.

Public notice was mailed to all property owners within 250 feet of the property
pursuant to Section 9.020 on May 5, 2020. A notice of public hearing was
published in the Astorian on May 9, 2020.  No comments were received within the
20-day notice period.

B. City Council.

Public notice was mailed to all parties of record pursuant to Section 9.020 on July
14, 2020. A notice of public hearing was published in the Astorian on August 1,
2020.  On-site notice pursuant to Section 9.020.D was posted July 27, 2020.

Public comments received prior to packet distribution are included in the packet,
additional comments received will be made available at the City Council meeting.

III. BACKGROUND

A. Site.

The subject property is located on
the north side of Marine Drive south
of the shoreline and trolley right-of-
way, between vacated 1st Street,
and west of 2nd Street.

B. Original Permits.

The original application was subject to review by the Design Review Committee
and the Historic Landmarks Commission.

Public hearings were held on June 25, 2018 before the Design Review
Commission (DR18-01) and the Historic Landmarks Commission (NC18-01).  The
Design Review Commission rendered a decision on July 10, 2018 to deny the
application for Design Review (DR18-01). The Historic Landmarks Commission
also rendered a decision at their July 10, 2018 meeting, denying New Construction
(NC18-01).

Site 
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On July 25, 2018, the applicant appealed both denials to the Astoria City Council.  
A public hearing was held before the City Council on August 23, 2018 and a 
decision was rendered at the August 23, 2018 City Council meeting. The City 
Council reversed the Historic Landmarks denial and tentatively approved NC18-01 
as Appealed (AP18-04).  City Council delayed the final New Construction permit 
decision until the final Design Review permit decision.  The City Council remanded 
the Design Review Commission’s decision for denial of DR18-01 as Appealed 
(AP18-03) based upon a revised design submitted by the applicant.  

A public hearing was held before the Design Review Commission on October 9, 
2018 to consider the applicant’s revised design. The Design Review Commission 
rendered its decision at the November 1, 2018 meeting and denied the revised 
design in the application for Design Review (DR18-01R). 

This decision was appealed (AP18-05) to the City Council on November 13, 2018 
by Mark Hollander, Hollander Hospitality.  A public hearing on the appeal was held 
before the City Council on December 12, 2018 and City Council closed the public 
hearing and rendered a decision at the December 20, 2018 meeting. 

The City Council reversed the Design Review Commission’s decision, adopted 
Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, and ordered that Design Review Permit 
(DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-05) be approved.  The City Council reversed the 
Historic Landmark’s decision, adopted Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, 
and ordered that New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) be 
approved. 

C. Permit Extension.

On April 22, 2020, the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension of 
approved Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic 
New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04).  The extension was 
processed as an Administrative Permit pursuant to Section 9.100.B.1.a and was 
denied on June 18, 2020.  The applicant appealed the denial decision on July 2, 
2020. 

D. Specific Criteria Appealed.

Specific criteria appealed are Development Code Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 
9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of Discretion”.  The appellant notes the 
following as the basis of the appeal: “decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it 
provides no basis for the denial on discretionary grounds”; progress has been 
made on the project; and “Exercise of Discretion” is not a criteria for permit 
extension review. 
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IV. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Section 9.100.A, Time Limit on Permits, Duration of Permits, states:

“1. Except as otherwise provided in this Code, a permit shall expire two years
from the date of Final Decision unless substantial construction has taken 
place or use has begun.  However, extensions for permits may be granted 
as provided in this section.  A permit remains valid, if a timely request for 
extension has been filed, until an extension is granted or denied with the 
following limitations: 
a. Any work completed by the applicant after the date the permit would

have expired, but for the extension request, is at the applicant’s own
risk; and

b. Any work completed after the date the permit would have expired
shall not be considered in determining if substantial construction has
been completed until a permit extension has been granted; and

c. No additional building and/or use permits associated with the permit
may be issued until an extension has been granted.”

Section 1.400, Definitions, states “SUBSTANTIAL CONSTRUCTION:  Physical 
alteration of the land and/or building to an extent that there is obvious progress 
toward completion of the project as follows:  For new construction, it shall include 
walls extending up from grade level; for existing buildings, it shall include issuance 
of a building permit with inspections for work equal to or greater than 25% of the 
value of the project as indicated on the building permit; and if no building permit is 
required, proof that site work equal to or greater than 25% of the value of the 
project has been completed.  Land value and permit costs shall not be included in 
the calculation for value of construction completed.”

Finding:  Appellant does not contend that substantial construction has occurred. 
The permits were approved by the City Council on appeal on December 20, 2018 
and expire on December 20, 2020 unless “substantial construction” exists or an 
extension is granted.  No building permits have been issued, no walls have been 
constructed, and “site work equal to or greater than 25% of the project value has 
not been completed.”

B. Section 9.100.B, Permit Extensions, states “Permit extension may be granted for
all land use permits.  Extensions may also be granted for time limits applicable to
non-conforming buildings and/or non-conforming uses located over water between
16th and approximately 54th Streets as described in Sections 3.180.D and
3.190.F.  One-year extensions may be granted in accordance with the
requirements of this Section as follows:

1. Section 9.100.B.1, Permit Extensions, Permit Extension Time Limit, states:
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“a. The Community Development Director may grant the first one-year 
permit extension. 

b. Following the first one-year permit extension by the Community
Development Director, the original granting authority may grant
subsequent one-year extensions.  Temporary Use Permit extensions
may be granted by the Community Development Director as a Type
II permit.

c. No more than three permit extensions may be granted.  No
variances may be granted from this provision.  Temporary Use
Permit extensions are exempt from this requirement and may exceed
the three extensions limitation.

d. This Ordinance shall apply to all permit extensions requested after
the date of enactment regardless of the date of the original permit
Final Decision.  If a permit has been granted extensions prior to
adoption of this Ordinance, subsequent extension requests shall be
reviewed by the granting authority.  Three additional extensions may
be granted.”

Finding:  The applicant submitted the first permit extension request which 
was reviewed administratively by the Community Development Director. 

2. Section 9.100.B.2, Permit Extensions, Permit Extension Criteria, states:
“The granting authority may grant a permit extension upon written findings
that the request complies with the following:

“a. The project proposal has not been modified in such a manner as to
conflict with the original findings of fact for approval; and” 

Finding:  The project proposal has not been modified from the 
approved proposal.  This criteria is met. 

“b. The proposed project does not conflict with any changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan or Development Code which were adopted 
since the last permit expiration date”

Finding: As this section refers to code changes made since the last 
permit expiration date, and this permit has not yet expired, this 
criteria has been met.   

However, following approval of this project in December 2018 the 
City Council approved two sets of code amendments making 
significant changes to the Astoria Development Code in the Bridge 
Vista Overlay Zone where this project is located.  On July 1, 2019.  
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On July 1, 2019, Amendment (A19-01A) was approved and made 
the following code changes: 

Code 
Section 

Code Designation Change 

1.400 Definitions Amend: add graphic to Adjacent; “Standards” to say 
standards not guidelines ; Building Mass, Gross Floor Area, 
Design Review, Granting Authority; 

1.400 Definitions Add definitions for:  Gross Floor Area (exclude garages), 
Historic Building, Historic Site, Historic Object, Historic 
Structure 

14.002 
14.055 
14.060 
14.100 
14.113 
14.115.I 
14.133 

Conflict between Sections Remove “conflict between Sections” from individual sections 
and change to “conflict between Articles” so that Overlay 
Zones control over base zone requirements; add that more 
stringent provision in Article 14 shall control; CGO, BVO, 
NGO; add section on conflict when reviewing adjacent 
historic “structures” 

14.115.B Building Style, BVO Reformat to separate standard for all uses, standards for 
non-industrial uses, guidelines for new construction, and 
guidelines for existing buildings; clarify that mass and scale 
of entire building is reviewed; add facade variation standard 
for non-industrial uses with additional design features; clarify 
how mass and scale should be considered and which 
buildings to compare; add facade variation standard for non-
industrial uses with additional design features;  

3.075.A.2 Exception to Building 
Height Limitations 

Amend to clarify additional non-essential areas not exempt 
from height limitation; add that height is limited to minimal 
height required for exempt feature 

On October 21, 2019, Amendment (A19-01B) was approved and 
made the following code changes: 

Code 
Section 

Code Designation Change 

14.001 Definitions Add “Height, Top of Bank” and “View Corridor” 

14.113.A Standards for On-Land 
Development, BVO 

Amend to allow 28’ height with no variance; exception to 35’ 
with public access provided with standards for the access 

14.113.D Building Size, On-Land Amend to allow 30,000 sqft for each building; add exception 
for proposed Plan Districts; no FAR 

14.113.B.4 Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Add 10’ side setback on one side of property 

14.113.E Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Amend to require north-south building orientation 

14.113.F Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Add maximum 50% lot coverage 

The design as originally approved conflicts with the following 
amended code sections, and possibly others: 
a. Building has an east-west orientation and does not have the

required north-south building orientation (14.113.E);
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b. The height of the mid-point of the highest pitched roof would
be 44.5’ based on Development Code Section 1.400 on
definition of Building Height and does not meet the maximum
28’ or optional 35’ allowable height (14.113.A);

c. Four-story rectangular shaped building with single plane walls
does not meet the facade variation requirement (14.115.4);

d. Conflict between code sections was clarified so the more
stringent codes would apply (14.002);

e. “Base, Middle, and Top of Building” design requirement would
need to be reviewed for compliance (14.115.2.b);”

“c. The applicant has demonstrated that progress has been made on 
the project since the date of the original decision on the permit with 
regard to items such as, but not limited to:   
1) Submittal of permit applications to City, State and Federal

agencies;
2) Contracts for geologic or other site specific reports have been

signed and are in effect;
3) Project site and/or building engineering, architectural design,

or construction has begun.”

Finding:  The applicant submitted a Joint Permit application to the 
Army Corps of Engineers and Division of State Lands to the City for 
Land Use Compatibility (LUCS) review dated May 9, 2018 and 
received by the City on May 10, 2018.  The initial public hearings 
before the HLC and DRC were held on June 25, 2018 and decisions 
rendered to deny the permits on July 10, 2018. Those decisions 
were appealed by the applicant and the City Council rendered a final 
decision to approve the permits on December 20, 2018.  The City 
signed the LUCS on 6-4-18 that additional review was required and 
that the applications had been submitted.  Staff noted that 
“Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and land use requires 
review and approval by the City’s Design Review Committee, and 
Historic Landmarks Commission; both review design and if the 
proposed development is in compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan.  A grading and erosion control permit from Public Works is also 
required for the planter (and hotel) development.  See attached 
memo re: an impact assessment.” 

The appellant has stated that the City denied the permit application 
delaying its processing. However, as of May 10, 2018 the building 
design had not been reviewed by staff, nor approved by the 
appropriate bodies. The City did not deny the application; it was not 
possible for City staff to act upon this request in May 2018 without 
Design Review and Historic Landmarks approval.   
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Appellant re-submitted a LUCS review on April 27, 2020. The City 
signed the application as “Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
and land use regulations” on July 17, 2020 noting that “Permits are 
valid and subject to a potential extension. Set to expire 12-20-20. 
(NC18-01 & DR18-01R)”.  The LUCS was signed and the Joint
Permit application can continue to be processed.  The appellant has 
not submitted an application for a building permit, grading permit, 
geologic reports any other permit applications indicating that 
progress has been made on this project.  This criteria has not been 
met. 

“d. In lieu of compliance with Section 2.c above, the applicant may 
demonstrate that poor economic conditions exist in the market that 
would advise against proceeding with the project.”

Finding:  The appellant has cited the COVID-19 pandemic as 
evidence of poor economic conditions that would advise against 
proceeding with the project.  Certain restrictions have been placed 
on transient lodging in the City as a result of the pandemic.  
However, these restrictions were imposed March 22, 2020, 15 
months after Appellant’s design was approved (12-20-18). During 
those months, other than the LUCS noted above, Applicant did not 
submit any permit applications or plans to the City in order to 
proceed with the hotel project other than the LUCS which the City 
signed as noted above.  The City finds that the economic effects of 
the pandemic are recent and temporary.  The fact that one other 
hotel operator has obtained building permit in 2020 and one that is in 
building permit stage, provides evidence that economic conditions in 
the Astoria hotel market do not advise against proceeding with this 
project. 

The appellant has stated that the City did not provide “evidentiary 
support” for the conclusion that economic conditions would not 
warrant delay of construction during the pandemic.  The issue of 
“poor economic conditions” could be interpreted either way.  
Appellant provided documentation, dated 8-6-20, concerning the 
pandemic impact on the hotel industry.  However, the Council finds 
the Appellant has not demonstrated that the provisions of Section 
9.100.B.2.d excuse compliance with Section 9.100.B.2.c. 

Council finds that the Appellant could have proceeded with the 
project within the first year and a half of the permit and did not show 
progress during that time.  The COVID-19 hotel closure in Astoria 
was only from March 22, 2020 to June 5, 2020 and the appellant had 
time to proceed with the project in a timely manner. 
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Finding:  Section 9.100.B.2 allows the City discretion to grant a permit 
extension only if the Appellant can establish that the conditions described in 
Section 9.100.B.2 a. b. and c. have been met or establish that Section 
9.100.B.2 d. excepts compliance with Section 9.100.B.2 c.  As described 
above, Appellant has not demonstrated compliance with Section 9.100.B.2 
c. or that Section 9.100.B.2 d provides an exception to compliance with that
section.  Therefore, Appellants application must be denied.

However, even if compliance with these sections had been established, 
allowing a permit extension is not required by the Astoria Development 
Code.  Throughout Section 9.100.B.2 the Astoria Development Code 
provides that the granting authority “may” allow a permit extension. The use 
of this word provides the City discretion in granting any extension request.  
As noted above the City Council has made significant code changes 
relative to design, size, and location of any new construction in the Bridge 
Vista Overlay Zone where this project is located.  These changes, as they 
apply to this project, warrant further design and historic review.  Coupled 
with Appellant’s failure to advance this project for over 16 months (12-18 to 
4-20), these changes warrant denial of this request for a permit extension.

D. Section 9.100.B.4, Appeals, states “The decision concerning a permit extension
may be appealed.  Appeals shall be made in accordance with Administrative
Procedures in Article 9.  Appeals on permit extensions shall be limited to the
issues relevant to the permit extension criteria only and not to issues relevant to
the original permit approval.”

Finding:  Specific criteria appealed by the appellant are Development Code
Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of
Discretion”.  The appellant notes the following as the basis of the appeal:
“decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it provides no basis for the denial on
discretionary grounds”; progress has been made on the project; and “Exercise of
Discretion” is not a criteria for permit extension review.

As noted in the Findings above, the applicant has not met all of the criteria to 
warrant a permit extension.  Other issues relative to the project including any 
specific design review are not subject to review or discussion during the permit 
extension appeal hearing. 

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the Findings of Fact above, the City Council upholds the Administrative 
decision to deny the Permit Extension Request by Hollander Hospital for approved 
Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New 
Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04). 
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CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856 

 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION PERMITS 

Year Total Value 
of all 

Permits 

Total # 
of 

Permits 

New Single Family 
Dwelling 

New Multi-Family Dwelling New Commercial 

Number Value Number Value Number Value 
 1991 9 $1,017,347 - - -     
 1992 7 $766,346 4 $140,974 1 $63,000 
 1993 9 $778,365 35 USCG 1 $83,150 
 1994 9 $1,111,905 2 + 49 $? + USCG 16 $431,543 
 1995 399 14 $1,484,384 18 USCG 5 $412,479 
 1996 444 10 $1,171,718 8 $499,042 10 $4,890,969 
 1997 390 8 $973,828 10 $690,000 9 $11,045,641 
 1998 387 15 $2,477,920 - 4 $10,184,786 
 1999 360 20 $2,793,756 - 1 $1,400,000 
 2000 347 17 $2,105,196 - 2 $248,590 
2001 269 12 $2,501,712 - - 6 $2,063,995 
2002 324 5 $758,134 - - 2 $1,307,605 
2003 424 25 $4,032,227 - - 5 $5,814,000 
2004 456 14 $2,924,801 - - 2       $1,084,284 
2005           449 26 $5,534,741 1  (41) $2,834,820 3 $11,730,529 
2006 553 27 $6,572,864 1 (30) $6,202,150 4 $1,676,557 
2007 612 21 $5,128,506 1 (2units) $320,243 3 $10,446,328 
2008 $22,332,033 751 19 $5,387,798 2 (36) $6,965,749 1 

(ground level 
comml in multi-

family bldg) 

0 
(Amount included in 

multi-family bldg) 

2009 539 3 $458,989 0 0 1 $3,100,000 

1095 Duane Street  Astoria, OR 97103  Phone 503-338-5183  www.astoria.or.us 

Exhibit 13

http://www.astoria.or.us/
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CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856 

 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION PERMITS 

Year Total Value 
of all 

Permits 

Total # 
of 

Permits 

New Single Family 
Dwelling 

New Multi-Family Dwelling New Commercial 

Number Value Number Value Number Value 
2010 $20,352,511 535 7+1MH $1,303,243 1 (33 apts) $4,441,530 
2011 $19,586,352 639 1 +1MH $344,444 3 (30 apts) $2,417,665 1 $6,128,500 
2012 $10,079,370 544 5 $1,037,472 0 0 1 $140,000 
2013 $12,552,437 510 5 $960,153 1 (24 apts) 3,004,680 0 0 
2014 $11,252,526 484 15 $3,371,197 0 0 2 $2,344,187 

 2015 $29,093,301 534 6 $1,567,348 1 (36 apts) $3,391,768 2 $2,078,714 
2016 $  9,401,392 519 6 $982,759 1 (2 units) $302,042 1 $6,731,604 
2017 $16,216,269 466 5 $1,513,939 2 (30 units) $3,207,752 0 0 
2018 $4,499,535 235 5 $1,372,769 0 0 0 0 
2019 $18,335,972 496 7+1duplx $2,531,457 0 0 5 $2,229,060 
2020 $70,341,847 451 5 $1,478,732 0 0 1 $62,000 
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Exhibit 15
"Relevant" Public Comments











Exhibit 16
"Other" Public Comments
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